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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on May 2, 2008 has been entered. 

2. The amendment filed May 2, 2008 has been entered. Claims 1 and 1 1 were amended. 
Claims 1-5 and 10-18 are pending. 

3. The rejection of claims 1, 5, 6, 10 and 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Taylor (US 4,013,566) in view of Yui et al. (US 4,4873,282) is withdrawn due to the 
amendment. 

4. The rejection of claims 2-4 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US 4,013,566) in view of Yui et al. (US 4,873,282) in further view of Kawaguchi et al. (US 
6,673,436 B2) is withdrawn due to the amendment. 

5. The rejection of claims 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US 4,013,566) in view of Yui et al. (US 4,873,282) in fiirther view of Kawaguchi et al. (JP 
2001-354780) is withdrawn due to the amendment. 

6. The rejection of claims 12-16 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Taylor (US 4,013,566) in view of Yui et al. (US 4,873,282) and in fiirther view of Nikaido (US 
5,300,858) is withdrawn due to the amendment. 
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7. The rejection of claims 1, 5, 6, 10,1 1 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Taylor (US 4,013,566) in view of Ito et al. (US 4,448,949). Taylor teaches 
flexible desiccant bodies (see title) is withdrawn due to the amendment. 

8. The rejection of claims 12-16 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US 4,013,566) in view of Ito et al. (US 4,448,949) and in fiirther view of Nikaido (US 
5,300,858) is withdrawn due to the amendment. 

9. The rejection of claims 2-4 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US 4,013,566) in view of Ito et al. (US 4,448,949) in further view of Kawaguchi et al. (US 

6,673,436 B2) is withdrawn due to the amendment. 

10. The rejection of claims 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US 4,013,566) in view of Ito et al. (US 4,448,949) in further view of Kawaguchi et al. (JP 2001- 
354780) is withdrawn due to the amendment. 

11. The rejection of claims 1,5,6, 10,11 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Taylor (US 4,013,566) in view of Harashina (US 6,753,363) is withdrawn due 
to the amendment. 

12. The rejection of claims 12-16 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US 4,013,566) in view of Harashina (US 6,753,363) and in further view of Nikaido (US 
5,300,858) is withdrawn due to the amendment. 

13. The rejection of claims 2-4 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US 4,013,566) in view of Harashina (US 6,753,363) in further view of Kawaguchi et al. (US 
6,673,436 B2) is withdrawn due to the amendment. 
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14. The rejection of claims 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US 4,013,566) in view of Harashina (US 6,753,363) in further view of Kawaguchi et al. (JP 
2001-354780) is withdrawn due to the amendment. 

Claim Objections 

15. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: It appears "p 
phenylenediamine" in claim 1 should be "p-phenylenediamine". Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

16. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be oblaiiiccl iliDUgh the cniion is ik)1 idciuically disck)scd or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the dift'crcnccs between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

17. Claims 1-5, 10 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shores (US 5,304,419). Shores teaches an enclosure for an electronic device sealed in a 
container wherein the inner surface of the enclosure is coated with an adhesive comprising a 
soUd desiccant material (see abstract). The pressure sensitive adhesive may be selected from 
acrylics, vinyl ether polymers and styrene materials (see col. 2, lines 53-68) per the resin 
component. The Shores desiccant material may include aluminum oxide and magnesium oxide 
per the thermally conductive component and alkaline earth metal compounds barium oxide and 
calcium oxide per the hygroscopic component (see col. 3, lines 27-33). Desiccant content is 
from 4 to 40 volume percent (see col. 3, lines 45-47). Although both the "thermally conductive 
material" and "hygroscopic material" are within the "desiccant" material of Shores, it would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have incorporated an amount just over 
40% by weight dessicant (in order to include both hygroscopic and thermally conductive 
material per claim 5), because a prima facie case of obviousness exists where the claimed ranges 
and prior art ranges do not overlap but are close enough that one skilled in the art would have 
expected them to have the same properties. Titanium Metals Corp. of America v. Banner, 778 
F.2d 775, 227 USPQ 773 (Fed. Cir. 1985). MPEP 2144.05.1. Per claim 4, Shores does not 
expressly discuss the specific surface area of the calcium oxide or barium oxide, but it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to select a suitable form of calcium oxide or 
barium oxide, which are applicant's preferred hygroscopic materials, to incorporate in the 
composition with minimal experimentation. The experimental modification of this prior art in 
order to ascertain optimum operating conditions fails to render applicants' claims patentable in 
the absence of unexpected results. In re Alter, 105 USPQ 233. A prima facie case of 
obviousness may be rebutted where the results of the optimizing variable, which is known to be 
result-effective, are unexpectedly good. In re Boesch and Slaney, 205 USPQ 215. Shores does 
not specifically address the thermal conductivity property of the aluminum oxide and/or 
magnesium oxide, but the properties of the these materials are considered to meet the 
requirements of claim 10, absent evidence otherwise, since both aluminum oxide and magnesium 
oxide are preferred "thermally conductive" materials set forth in claim 1 . Shores does not 
specifically address the density property of the adhesive/desiccant compositions; however, since 
water is commonly known to have a density of 1 .0 g/cm^, one would expect the Shores solid 
material to have at least a density of at least 1.0 g/cm^ given the components of the composition 
material, absent evidence otherwise. Recitation of a newly disclosed property does not 
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distinguish over a reference disclosure of the article or composition claims. General Electric v. 
Jewe Incandescent Lamp Co., 67 USPQ 155. Titanium Metal Corp. v. Banner, 227 USPQ 773. 
Applicant bears responsibility for proving that reference composition does not possess the 
characteristics recited in the claims. In re Fitzgerald, 205 USPQ 597, In re Best, 195 USPQ 430. 

Shores is silent with respect to exemplifying a material having multiple desiccant 
materials selected from the group consisting of barium oxide, calcium oxide, aluminum oxide 
and magnesium oxide; however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have formed an adhesive/desiccant composition having more than 
one of the desired desiccants, because one would expect the combination of desiccants to 
perform the same function of absorbing moisture as a single desiccant. 

18. Claims 12-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shores (US 
5,304,419) in view of Nikaido (US 4,013,566). Shores teaches a desiccant coating for 
hermetically sealing an electronic device, but is silent with respect to specifically teaching the 
desiccant composition is incorporated within an electroluminescent device. Nikaido teaches it is 
desirable to include a desiccant material in an EL panel in order to avoid degradation of the 
device (see figures and text). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have incorporated the desiccant material taught by Shores into the EL devices taught by Nikaido 
at any location within the device encapsulation, because one would expect the desiccant material 
to be similarly useful in removing moisture for the Nikaido electronic electroluminescent device. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

19. Claims 17 and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
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claim and any intervening claims. The prior art fails to disclose or to teach a desiccant body 
comprising the particular hydrazide compounds of claims 17 and 18 in combination with the 
very specific further components required by claim 1 . 

Response to Arguments 

20. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

2 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to apphcant's 

disclosure. 

22. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dawn Garrett whose telephone number is (571) 272-1523. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Milton Cano can be reached on (571) 272-1398. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Dawn Garrett/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1794 



